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Applicants submit this Reply Brief pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §* 
1.193(b)(1) in the appeal of the above-identified patent application. 

The Examiner states in his Answer that the Appeal Brief does not 
contain a statement identifying the related appeals and interferences, and 
therefore it is presumed that there are none. Examiner further states that the 
Board may exercise its di scretio n to require an explicit statement as to the 
existence of any related appeals and interferences. From the foregoing, the 
Examiner makes it appear as if Applicants did not bother to answer the question 
on this matter. On the contrary. Applicants explicitly state in the Appeal Brief 
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that there are no related appeals or interferences of which Applicants are aware 
regarding the above-referenced application. 

Examiner in his Answer maintains that Arnold (U.S: Pat. No. 
4,662,803) discloses all of the limitations described in claim 30, and that "Arnold 
clearly anticipates the claimed invention/' Applicants respectfully disagree with 
Examiner's conclusion for the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief and further in 
view of the following remarks. 

Independent claim 30 of the present invention recites a first cutting 
portion defining a first outer diameter and a second cutting portion defining a 
second outer diameter extending from and coaxial with said first cutting portion. 
Moreover, claim 30 states that each of said first and second cutting portions are 
defined in part by at least two helical cutting flutes extending longitudinally. 
From the claim language it can be concluded that each of the first and second 
cutting portions includes a cutting flute and is associated with a respective first 
and second outer diameter that is readily ascertainable (i.e., the first and second 
outer diameters are generally constant throughout the cutting portions). The 
general constancy of the first and second outer diameters enables these diameters 
to be used as reference values. Claim 31, for example, which incorporates by 
reference the limitations of claim 30, recites that the first cutting portion further 
includes a tapered (i.e., transition section) having a diameter that progressively 
decreases from the first outer diameter (first reference value) to the second outer 
diameter (second reference value). 

Arnold (U.S. Pat. No. 4,662,803) shows one cutting portion defining 
flutes 23, 24, 25 and 26, and another cutting portion comprising the countersink 
cutter 44. As shown in FIG. 1, this cutting portion comp risin g the countersink 
cut ter 4 4 is_not of a diameter that is readil v ascertainable or cons tant. On the 
contrary, the diameter of f hejcjatting portion 44 in its entirety is tapered or 
progressively increases in diametier along a longitudinal direction away from the 
other cutting portion defining the flutes 23-26. Nor can the cutting portion 
defining the countersink cutter 44 be considered'as including the constant- 
diameter portion of the cylindrical body 42. The constant-diameter portion of the 
cylindrical body 42 does not h ave any cutting surfaces extending outwardly 
therefrom for performing a cutting operation.^^As recited in claim 30 of the 
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present invention, each of the cutting portions is defined in part by at least two 
helical cutting flutes extending longitudinally). The only cutting operation 
performed at this end of the reamer is the cutting portion comprising the 
countersink cutter 44 which along its entire longitudinal length is of a 
progressively changing diameter. 

Accordingly, it cannot be maintained that Arnold discloses a first 
cutting portion defining a first outer diameter and a second cutting portion 
defining a second outer diameter, and wherein each of the first and second 
cutting portions are defined in part by at least two helical cutting flutes 
extending longitudinally, as recited in independent claim 30 of the present 
invention. Accordingly, claim 30 is not anticipated by Arnold. Because claims 31 
and 32 depend from and thereby incorporate by reference the limitations of claim 
30, these dependent claims are likewise deemed not anticipated by Arnold for at 
least the reasons set forth for the independent claim. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing arguments advanced in Applicants' 
Appeal Brief and Reply Brief, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of 
claims 30-32 is not well-founded. Applicants respectfully request this Board to 
reverse the Examiner's rejection and to allow the application under appeal to 
issue as a patent. 

No fees or deficiencies in fees are believed to be required. 
However, authorization is hereby given to charge our Deposit Account No. 13- 
0235 in the event any such fees are required. 
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